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1.

1. With this Report and Order, the Commission adopt. new regulations
governing the role of CCllllllon carriers in the provision of inter.tatepay~per­

call services. By this action, we are replacing our existi~g pay-per-cail rules
with new rules1 which have been drafted to meet the statutov requirements of
the Telephone Disclosure and Dispute Resolution Act (TDDRA).

II • BACXGltOURD

2. Pay-per-call services (also know as "audiotext" or "900" services)
provide telephone user. a variety of recorded and interactive information
programs for which they are charged rates different from, and ~8~ally higher
than, the normal transmi.sion rates for ordinary telephone calls. In 1991, the
Commission established pay-per-call regulations aimed at protecting telephone
subscribers from abusive practices which had been associated with the provision
of such services. 4

1 Our current rules are fO\ll1d at 47 C. 11' •R., 55 64.709 -64 .716,' The new rulell
are set forth in Appendix B and will be codified at 47 C.P.R. §5 64.1501­
1515.

2 Public Law 102-556, 106 Stat.,4~81, approved Oct. 28, ,1992.

3 The history of pay-per-call services is discu8seq. in paragraphs 2-6 of the
Notice of proposed Rule Making and Notice of Inquiry th.t initiated this
proceeding. Policies and Rules Iq>lementing the Telephone Disclosure and
Dispute Resolution Act, 8 FCC Rcd 2331 (1993) (NPBI!NQI).

4 POlicies and Rules Concerning Interstate 900 Telec~ications Services,
CC Docket No. 91-65, Report and Order, 6 J'CC Rcd 6166 (1991) (900 Services
~), ~., 8 FCC Red 2343 (1993) (900 Service, Reconsiderat~onOrder) .
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3. On October 28, 1992, the TDORA was signed into law. The statute
provides for ·a regulatory system intended to both promote the legitimate
development of pay-per-call services and shield consumers from fraudulent and
deceptive practices. Under the TDORA, this Commission and the Federal Trade
Commission (FTC) are charged with adopting rules to implement the required
obligations and constraints to be imposed on common carriers, information
providers (IPs), and other entities involved in the provision of interstate pay­
per-call services. S

4. On February 11, 1993, the Commission adopted the NPRM!NOI which
proposed to amend existing pay-per-call regulations in response to the statutory
mandate of the TDORA. The proposed rules, which are described in detail in
Section III, address various activities related to the handling of pay-per-call
services by common carriers including designation of pay-per-call telephone
numbers, blocking of 900 services, information disclosure, billing and
collection, prohibition on disconnection of basic communications services,
termination of unlawful services . forgiveness of charges and refunds. use of 800
numbers, and recovery of costs incurred by carriers through compliance with the
TDDRA requirements. In response to the NPRM!NOI, 3S comments and 18 reply
comments were filed by parties representing a range of different interests.
Commenters include interexchange carriers (IXCs), local eX'change carriers (LECs),
IPs, state regulatory and law enforcement entities, and consumer interest
groups.6

S Title I of the TODRA adds a new section to the Communications Act providing
an explicit statutory framework for this commission's regUlation of the
provision of pay-per-call services through common carriers. 47
U.S.C. § 228. In addition, the Commission is directed to provide
recommendations to Congress "with respect to the extension of [pay-per­
call] regulations . . . to persons that provide, for a per-call charge,
data services that are not pay-per-call services." 47 U.S.C. § 228(f) (3).
Titles II and III require the FTC to adopt regulations regarding pay-per­
call services. Title II primarily prescribes advertising and service
standards applicable to pay-per-call programs. Under Title III, the FTC
must regulate telephone-billed purchases with rules substantially similar
to the provisions of the Truth in Lending Act and Fair Credit Billing Act,
15 U.S.C. § 1601 ~ §§g.

6 Comments were due on April 19, 1993 and replies on May 4, 1993. A list
of commenters, including the abbreviations we use herein, is contained in
Appendix A. Late comments were filed by 900 America, Ameritech, and
Pilgrim; late reply comments were filed by the Joint IPs and NAAG. In the
interest of a complete record, the Commission accepts these filings.
However, comments filed by American Telegram Corporation (ATC) seven weeks
after the comment deadline and five weeks after the reply comment deadline
have not been considered formally. We have, however, reviewed ATC' s
comments as a permissible ex parte presentation.
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III. DISCUSSION

5. The following discussion presents our disposition of the NPRM/NOI
proposals and issues raised independently by commenters.'

A. Definition. (Section 64.1501)

6. PZ'ooo••l. The NiBII/NOI proposed to adopt a definition of pay-per­
c~ll services to conform with that set forth in the TDDRA. 8 Commenters were
asked to discuss whether certain terms employed in the definition and crucial
to the application .of the statute's protective provisions should be defined by
rule. For example, the TDDRA specifically categorizes as outside the definition
of ,pay-per-call "any service for which users are assessed charges only after
entering into a presubscription or comparable arrangement with the provider of
such service."g We tentatively concluded that within the context of the TDDRA,
a presubscription arrangement should enc~ass only those agreements made by
,subscribers prior to initiation of a call. 10 Commenters were invited to discuss
the validity and effects of that view and whether that standard or some different
or more detailed definition should be incorporated in our rules.

7 Proposed Section 64.1514, prohibiting common carriers from assigning a
telephone number to a pay-per-call service that employs broadcast
advertising which generates the audible tones necessary to complete a call
to,a pay-per-call service, is virtually identical to Section 64.716. No
commenter addresses this provision, and we are adopting the rule as
proposed.

8" 47U.S.C. § 228(i) reads "For purposes of this section-­
(1) The term 'pay-per-call services' means any service --

(A) in which any person provides or purports to provide
(i) audio information or audio entertainment· produced or

packaged by such person;
(ii) access to simultaneous voice conversation service; or
(iii) any service, including the provision of a product, the
charges for which are assessed on the basis of the completion
of the call;

(B) for which the caller pays a per-call or per-time-interval charge
that is greater than, or in addition to, the charge for transmission
of the call; and
(C) which is acces,sed through use of 900 telephone number or other
prefix or area code designated by the Commission . . . .

(2) Such term does not include directory services provided by a common
carrier or its affiliate or by a local exchange carrier or its affiliate,
or any service the charge for which is tariffed, or any service for which
users are assessed charges only after entering into a presubscription or
comparable arrangement with the provider of such service."

9 47 U.S.C. § 228(i) (2).

10 NPRM/NQI, 8 FCC Red 2331 at n.5.
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7. C' pt.. Partie. generally accept without comment the statutory
definition of pay-per-call ••rvice which we proposed to incorporate in our rules.
However,. some parties suggest that the. definition be modified or amplified for
purppses of clarity or to increase the reach of the protective provisions the
Coamis,ion is adopting under the TDORA. NYNEX urges the Commission to include
infoJ:mation ..ervices bi.lled to a subscriber on a collect basis. ,within the pay­
per-call definition in the event an outright ban on collect information calls
is not adopted. 1l . CA suggests that information services offered·. through
international calls employing an area code numbering system similarly be
categorized as pay-per-call. 12 Pilgrim states that the interplay between the
proposed restriction of all pay-per-call service to telephone nUmbers beginning
with a 900 access code and inclusion of that 900 code requirement within the
pay-per-call definition itself makeS the rules both confusing and.difficult to
apply. Pilgrim suggests that the definition of pay-per-call be "any service in
which there are charges which are levied which are greater than or in addition
to the common carrier transport charge tariffed at the Commission. ,,13

,8. Commenters addressed thee specific exemptions to the pay-peJ;"-call
definition specified in Section 228(,i) (2) and included verbatim. in our proposed
rules. Cox seeks clarification that the exemption for "directory services
provided bya common carrier or its affiliate or by a local exchange carrier or
its affiliate" only covers "true" directory services .14 Other parties. seek
clarification with respect to the exclusion created for services offered through
a "presubscription or canparable arrangement," stating that the term
"presubscription" should be defined by rule. J\lthough there is no consensus as
to precisely what that definition should be, most parties support the inclusion
of more detailed standards than those presented in the NPRM/NQI. lS Mostparties
agree that presubscription should not encCffass apy actions taken during the
course of a call to a pay-per-call service. 1 Some parties support adop.tion of

11 Comments of NYNBX at 2. This issue is addressed in • 39, ~.

12 Comment. of CA at 9-10.

13 Reply Comments of Pilgrim at 7.

14 Comment. of CPX at 7-8 (carriers would be afforded an undu~ preference if
theirprovisione>f canpetitive information services are e;xempt from the
requirements of the TDORA simply because they are offered through a
directory assi.tance .•y.tem).

15 Comments of AM at 3-4; C~nts of AT&T-at 3-4; Comments of ~~ at 3;
Comments of ~S at 3-5; Comment•. of Phone Programs at 6-7; Comments of
o S West at 10-11 (.pecifi~ definition is e.pecially important because
within the general context of federal telecommunications "presubscription"
has been given a particular ~eaning not applicable to the.pay-per-call).

16 CQIIlIll8nt. of AM at 4 n.1; Comments of AT&T at 3; Comments ofNACAA at 3;
Comments of ~S at 3; comments of Phone Programs at 6; Comments of 0 S
West at 11; Reply Comments of Sprint at 5. ~ ~ Comments of Prodigy
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the pay-pel-Call definition proposed by the FTC for inclusion in its pay-per­
call rules 7 while othe~. p~opose their own definition or embrace an alternate

18proposal by NAIS. . Althou. g.n~rallr opposed by other cOlllll\8nters, .NACAA would
require· that pre.ub.c:ription agreement. be execut.d in writing. l' S.veral
parti.s ....rt tbatany definition, ofpresubsc:ription or C:Clq)arable arrangements
should .xplicitly encCllllPA•• pay-per-call transactions that are accomplished
throu.gh the use of credit or charge cards. 20 .

9. D.gilion. The proposed definition of pay-per-ca11 services is being
adapted unchanged'. 21 Congress has inco~ratedthat specific: definition into
the Communications Act. Thi. action reflects a consideration and balancing of
interests by Congress that we will not disturb. 22

10. The specific' exemption of certain types of service and transactions
from the reach of pay-per-ca11 regulation, accomPlished through Section
228(i) (2), creates incentives for IPs to tailor their information services to
fall within· these exemptions. 23 Thus, clear standards i.nterpreting this

at 2-4 (Absolute prohibition against presubscription during course of call
to pay-per-ca11 service could haDtper advances and "pro-consumer
developments" in the information services indust~); Reply Comments of
Joint IPs at 3.

17 Carments of AM at 3-4; Reply Comments of AT&T at 2-5; Comments of 0 S West
at 11.

18 Comments of Phone Programs at 6-7.

19 . COmments of NACAA at 3. ~~ Comments of NAIS at 3; Reply comments of
Mel 'at 1 (also opposes proposed requirement for personal identification
number) .

20 Comments of AM at 2, 5-7; Comments of lIA at 4-8; comments of MCI at 2­
3; Comments of Tele-PUblishing at 3. In addition, some commenters urge
that telephone calling cards be explicitly recognized as credit or charge
cards. COIIWIIents of AM at 5-7; Comments of Be11South at 3; Comments of
Joint IPs at 5; Comments of Pilgrim at 7.

21 We note that international calls used to link customers to IPs overseas
do not· fall within the statuto~ definition of pay-per-call services
because they are provided pursuant to tariff as communications services.

22 Nonetheless, we agree with Pilgrim that the interplay between proposed
Sections 64.1501 and 64.1506 is both confusing and creates an opportunity
fo~ IPs to·stru~ture their programs to evade the protective provisions of
the TDDRA. This can be remedied, however, by simply modifying the language
of Section 64.1506, an action we now take. lu n.80, inm.

23 At the outset, we specify, as Cox requests, that a common carrier who is
also functioning as an IP cannot shield its information services from pay­
per-call regulation by .offeri~g them through a directo~ ~ervices number.
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provision are necessary to ensure that consumers enjoy the protections that
Congress i.ntended to confer through the TDDRA, and that IPs and carriers properly
apply the requirements of our rules.

11 . We conclude that the term "presubscription or comparable arrangement"
should be explicitly defined by rule, given the importance of this term in
determining the scope of both our own regulations and those of the FTC. The
definition we are adopting herein establishes presubscription as a contractual
agreement in which (1) the service provider clearly and conspicuously informs
a consumer of the terms and conditions under which the service is offered,
including the rates to be charged and the service provider's name, address, and
business telephone number through which additional information may be obtained
or a complaint registered; (2) the service provider agrees to notify the consumer
of any future rate changes; (3) the consumer agrees to use the service on the
terms and conditions disclosed by the service provider; and (4) the service
provider requires the use of an identification number or other means established
by the service provider to prevent unauthorized access to the service by
nonsubscribers. This definition should prevent circumvention of legitimate
regulation while at the same time permitting mutually beneficial business
arrangements between IPs and consumers.

12. The legislative history of the TDDRA provides· evidence of
congressional intent to leave credit or charge card transactions outside the
scope of the TDDRA. 24 Thus, we have recognized in our presubs~riptiond~finition
that subscribers may establish a presubscription or comparable arrangement during
the course of a call to an information services program by disclosing a credit
or charge card number and authorizing charges to that number as long as the
credit or charge card is subject to the dispute resolution procedures of the
Truth in Lending and Fair Credit Billing Acts ."25 However, no other actions taken

24 S. Rep. No. 102-190 at 12, 102nd Cong., 1st Sess., 137 Congo Ree. (daily
ed. Oct. 16, 1991).

25 15 U.S.C. § 1601 ~~. We believe that this last requirement is crucial
to effect the intent of Congress with respect to dispute resolution
procedures for pay-per-call services .. In spe~ifying the required level
of protection to be afforded to cobsumers disputing pay-per-call charges,
Congress specifically identified the 'truth in Lending and Fair Credit
Billing Acts as the required models for the FTC to follow in meeting its
obligations under Title III of the TDDRA. Thus, it is reasonable to
conclude that Congress' willingness to exempt credit card transactions
from the scope of the TDDRA was premised, at least in part, on an
assumption that consumers engaging in such transactions would receive
independent protection under the Truth in Lending and Fair Credit Billing
Acts. A telephone canpany calling card subject to these Acts is, for the
purposes herein, a credit card. We emphasize that in order for credit card
transactions to quality for exemption from our pay-per~call rules, charges
must actually be billed through the credit card. Presubscription
agreements meeting the four criteria enunciated above also could be
accomplished by use of calling cards.

7



during the course of a call for which information services charges are assessed
can be construed as.crea~ing a presubscription or comparable arrangement.

13. OUr definition does not require that presubscription agreements be
executed in writing. Regardles, of whether presubscription is accomplished in
writing, .an IPbears the burden of establishing the existence of a valid
presubscription agreement a8 we have defined that term in the event of a dispute.
Th~sburden, along with the attendant risk that transmission will be terminated
if. it is determined that an IP is claiming an exemption from pay~per-call

re~irements on the basis of non-existent presubscription agreements, should
effectively deter false presubscription claims. 26

B. , Limitations9D the Provision of pay~per-Call Services (Section 64.1502)

14 • Propol.l. Under the TDDRA, any coounon carrier who· assigns telephone
num.be~s ~orpay~per-call purposes must require by contract or tariff that IPs
utilizing'sueh numbers comply with the provisions of the Titles II and III of
TDDRA and any implementing regulations prescribed by the FTC. 27 Section
64.1502 Qf Ollr p~oposed rules incorporated this broad statutory compliance
mandate with our~xisting rule requiring coounon carriers to transmit pay-per­
call programs und~r certain prescribed terms and conditions. 28

.:." ;

. 15. C~Dt.. Our. proposal for, a broad compliance mandate generated
li~tle .discussion from cOllllllenters. NACAA suggests that Section 64.1502 and other
rul~s pertaining to the relationship between common carriers and IPs be expanded
to· include relationships b8tween carriers and service bureaus who lease lines
from IXCs and, in turn, provide them to individual IPs. 29

26

27

28

29

~ 47 U.S.C. § 228(c) (2); 47 C.F.R. § 64.1503 adopted herein. Moreover,
the presubscription agreement must be with a person who is legally capable
,of, entering into a contractual agreement.

47 q.S.C. §. 228 (c) (1). There ap~arently is some uncertainty as to the
etlassof carriers. subject to this requirement. BellSouth asks the
Cpmmission to specify that the statutory phrase "any connon carrier
assi,gning to a provider of ,pay-per-call services a telephone number"
app~ies to, IXCs, not .LECs. Connents of BellSouth at 2. Other parties ask
for clarification of similar language used in other rules. In drafting
our proposed pay-per-call regulations, we employed statutory language to
the maximum extent possible and we continue to do so in the rules adopted
hereip.. N.cmetheless, we clarify here that phrases "any connon carrier
assigning,to a proyi&,r of [interstate] pay-per-call service a telephone
number" and "any common. carrier that by tariff or contract assigns a
telephone number to a provider of [interstate] pay-per-call services" are
meant to denote any IXC offering its facilities for transmission of an
interstate pay-per-call program.

47 C.F.R. § 64.710.

Comments of NACAA at 3.
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16. Plgi.i98. We believe that the language of this rule, and others
covering the relation.-hip between cOl1Wl\On carriers and IPs, encompasses all
situations in whic;:h an IP i. a.signed a pay-per-call telephone number, regardless
of whether that assignment i. made directly by a common carrier or through a
service bureau. A.ccordingly, we are adopting Section U.1S02 as proposed.

C. TlraiQ.&tion of Pay-P.so-Call 'rogr... (S.ction 64.1503).

17. Il'9Po,.l.· Under the TDORA, a common carrier that has assigned a
telephone number to a pay-per-call program is compelled to "terminate" that
program if the carrier knows or reasonably should know that the program is not
being oftered in oClq)liance with Titles II and III of the TDORA and related FTC
regulations. 30 Section U .1503 of our proposed rules provided for "prompt"
termination after notice to the IP, and we inquired whether carriers should be
afforded discretion to delineate termination procedures in their tariffs and
contracts or whether explicit standards should be codified in our rules.

18. "', 7?a~.. IPs, generally, express serious concerns about the manner
in which termination will be accomplished, contending that the proposed rule does
not adequately recqgnize or protect their due process rights. Several parties
complain that assigning to carriers a responsibility to make judgments regarding
lawfulness and to impose a penalty as severe as termination leaves survival of
an IP's business ventures to the "whim of the car:l;'ier.,,31 The Joint IPs argue
that without certain minimal procedural protections to protect the interests of
the IPs, any termination system administered by carriers will run afoul of the
First andPifth Amen~nts to the Constitution. Citing freedman v. Maryland,
380 U.S. 51, 58 (1965), as support, they suggest that a series of procedural
safeguards be adopted whereby (1) 72 hours written notice is required prior to
termination, (2) an IP Can obtain prompt judicial or third party review of any
proposed termination, and (3) the carrier holds the burden of proof to show a
violation of federal law. Without such provisions, the Joint IPs contend,
termination is at risk of constituting an impermissible suppression of free
speech and the taking of property without due process. 32

19. COnsumer groups and state law enforcement representatives assert that
more expansive grounds for termination are necessary to protect consumers from
fraudulent or abusive pay-per-call programs. 33 Both NAAG and NACAA assert that

30 47 U.S.C. I 228(c) (2) .

31 Comments of Joint I'. at 2-5; lIA A1Ig Comments of Phone Programs at 6­
7; Comments of AM at 10 (delegating termination decisions to carriers is
especially problematic given "their own potentially conflicting economic
incentives"); Comments of Tele-Publishing at 2-3.

32 C~nts of Joint IPs at 3.

33 Comments of CA at 2; Comments of NAAG at 9-11; Comments of NACAA at 4.
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violations of state regulations should be included as grounds for termination. 34
NACAA further suggests that carriers should be required to "immediately suspend
service which appears to violate any applicable federal or state laws or
regulations"pending an investigation to determine whether the service should
be permanently terminated.

20. Carriers generally believe that termination can be fairly administered
within the structure of the proposed rule. They endorse codification of general
termination standards with epecific procedures to be set by coritract or tariff.
The requirement for prompt termination is supported, with different carriers
citing acceptable notice periods ranging from seven to up to· 30 days. 35
Responding to IPs' Objections to termination requirements, AT&T characterizes
language employed by Congress as definitive and non-discretionary: "carriers
.ibAll terminate" pay-per-call programs when they know or reasonably should know
such programs to be unlawful." The carriers seek affirmation of their view that
any obligation to assess lawfulness of pay-per-call programs does not require
them to "actively police" programs or undertake investigations in the absence
of complaints or evidence of unlawfulness. 36

2i. D.ei.iOP. We believe that our termination rule should establish a
general framework for carriers to follow insetting their own more detailed
procedures. 37 However, we have concluded that the interests of consumers,
carriers, and IPs alike would be served by more specific requirements than those
contained in the proposed termination rule. Accordingly, proposed Section
64.1503 has been redrafted to specify that carriers acting under·that rule cannot
terminate a pay-per-call program until at least seven and no more than 14 days
after the IP has received written notice from a carrier citing the particular
viol~tion of law upon which "a termination decision is based. An IP can avoid
termination by responding with corrective action during the notice period. In
addition, IPs believing that a termination decision is unwarranted can seek to
enjoin a carrier from executing the decision. The notice period will ensure a

34 N1'AG notes that such a prov1s10n would merely ensure continuation of
carriers I initiation of pay-per-call investigations upon request from state
law enforcement authorities. Comments of NAAG at 10. "But ~ Reply
Comments of Sprint at 8.

35 ~~, Comments of MCI at 3 -4 (plans to adopt seven day notice period) ;
Reply Comments of CST at 4 (notice period should not exceed 30 days).

36 Comments of AT&T at 4-5; Comments of MCI at 5-6; Comments of Sprint at 7;
Reply Comments of Ameritech at 1-2 (carrier "activism" is inconsistent
with a carrier'S role as nondiscriminatory service provider).

37 As a threshold matter, we specify that within the context of this rule,
termination is not limited to a cessation of billing, but encompasses
transmission of the pay-per-call program. ~ Comments of VRS at 3 (seeks
clarification of term "terminate") .
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general level of consistency in termination procedures upon which IPs can rely
without imposing unreasonable constraints on common carriers. 38

22. We believe that termination standards or procedures advanced by some·
commenters are unreasonable or unwarranted. A requirement of suspension of
service il'llmt)diately upon an apPearance of unlawfulness is overly broad and
violates fundamental concepts of fairness. Extending the grounds for termination
of interstate pay-per-call service to include violations of state law is
unwarranted given the fact the TDDRA clearly designates violations of federal
law and rules as the only basis for termination.

23. We affirm the view expressed by several carriers and IPs, alike, that
the termination obligation does not require carriers to monitor pay-per-call
programs or initiate investigations in the absence of a complaint. The statutory
language requiring termination when a carrier "knows§ or reasonably should know, "
of unlawful behavior supports this interpretation. 3 We also decline to specify
a particular number of complaints upon which a carrier reasonably should know
of illegal behavior, but emphasize here that carriers are expected to investigate
each complaint of unlawfulness.

24. Given the provisions of our redrafted termination rule, we believe
there is no basis for a constitutional challenge to a system under which carriers
are charged with making decisions to terminate pay-per-call programs after
affording IPs an opportunity to bring their programs into compliance. Nothing
in the TDDRA or our pay-per-call regulations requires carriers to e.stablish
monitoring systems or take other actions that would constitute state-mandated
prior restraint of pay-per-call programs. Pay-per-call programs are presumed
to be lawful in the absence of evidence to the contrary. Violations of the
requirements governing the provision of pay-per-call services contained in the
TDDRA and this Commission'S and the FTC'S implementing regulations are the sole
basis for a carrier'S termination of a pay-per-call program under Section
64.1503. 40 Carriers' termination decisions may, of course, be brought before
either this Commission, through the complaint process,41 or a court of competent

38 In fact, in setting the notice period, we gave particular consideration
to carriers' suggestions regarding an appropriate time frame, although we
believe that the 30-day period mentioned by one carrier leaves consumers
vulnerable to services in violation of the TDDRA for too long.

39 We adopt this interpretation whenever the statutory phrase "knows or
reasonably should know" is incorporated in our rules. ~ Section
64.1510 (a) (1).

40 Thus, although carriers may independently terminate service for other
reasons, they may not claim federal authority or assert Section 64.1503
as a basis for such actions.

41 Section 208 of the Communications Act establishes the right of any party
to complain that the actions or inactions of a cOllU1\on carrier are in
violation of the Communications Act or the COIIU1\ission's rules or orders.
47 U.S.C. § 208. However, under the TDORA, common carriers are

11



jurisdiction. The require.nts of written notification and a waiting period of
at least seven days prior to termination ensure that IPs' due ~rooess rights will
be respected. No special procedures need be established to ensure speedy
co~sideration of termination cases, since the minimum of seven days reqUired
between the time of notification and actual termination afford aq>le opportunity
for an IP to seek injunctive relief, if appropriate.

25. Section 64.1503 properly balances the interests of IPs llgainst the
governmental interest in shielding consumers from deceptive and fraudulent pay­
per-call services and charges associated with the provision of such services.
In the TDDRA, Congress enacted various narrowly tailored provisions to promote
thatprotective purpose. Maximum effectiveness of the consumer protections
de...-ed necessary by Congress depend upon an expectation and assurance that
programs not operating in compliance with such provisions will be terminated
pranptly. Delays in terminating such programs will expose consumers to charges
fr~ unlawful services. For this reason, we reject the $uggestion of the IPs
to impose a requirement that no pay-per-call service can be terminated without
an independent finding of violation or corroboration of a carrier I s determination
because it would thwart the protective purpose underlying the TDDRA. 42 As
explained above, . we conclude that the due process rights of IPs will be
adequately protected by the notice period.

D.R.strictions OD the Ose of 800 Nuabers (Section 64.1504)

26 . Prope.al. The N2RK/NOI proposed a rule codifying the TDDRA r s
restrictions on the use of 800 numbers for pay-per-call pUrPOses. Proposed
Section 64.1504 employs the statutory language almost unchanged to prohibit the
use of an 800 number in any manner that would result in (1) charges being
incurred upon completion of a call; (2) connection of the caller to a pay-per­
call service; (3) charges being incurred for any information conveyed during
the call unless the caller either has a preexisting agreement authorizing such
charges or discloses a credit or charge card number and authorizes the imposition
of charges to that number during the call; or (4) the caller being called back
collectto.receive aUdio information service or simultaneous voice conversation
services. Commenters were encouraged to discuss whether additional restrictions
should be included to guard against deceptive practices. In addition, we
specifically asked whether, for purposes of this section, telephone company
calling cards should be recognized as credit or charge cards.

27. The NPRM/NOlalso incorporated within this proceeding the record
established in a pending rule making proceeding (RM-7990) initiated pursuant to
a Petition for Modification and Clarification filed by HAAG on April 30, 1992.
HAAG sought a determination which. would (1) apply existing pay-per-call rules
to information services offered through 800 numbers and (2) prOhibit the use of

speC!ifically relieved from civi,l liability for termination decisions
executed in good faith. 47 U.S.C. § 228 (e) (2).

42 Termination of telephdneservice is permissible without a finding of
violation by some neutral body. Occhino v Northwestern Bell Telephone Co.,
675 F.2d at 220, 225-226 (8th Cir. 1982).
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800 nua\bers for services that bill custClCl\ers through use of tone-gener~tion

technolQgy, autQlNltic n~r identification (ANI), or billing detail information.
The BflMllQI advbed partie. that c~nt8 filed in RM-7990 would be fully
considered in this proceeding and encouraged discussion regarding the manner in
which .the TDDRA'. prohibitions on the use of 800 numbers differed from NAAG's
proposals.

28. g" pt.. Although many parties endorse the Commission's proposed
codification of the TDDRA'. 800 number limitations,43 other parties contend that
use of 800 numbers to initiate pay-per-call service should not be precluded when
an IP e~lOYB proper protective measures to assure that customers have made an
affirmative choice to receive service. U Citing Sable COJ!!Punications of
C;;:.Ufomia, Inc;. v, rc;;:C, 492 U.S. 115 (1989), the Joint IPs aver that an outright
ban on the use of 800 numbers for pay-per-call services violates the First
Amendment since it is not the least restrictive means of promoting legitimate
government interests. Some parties suggest that consumer interests are fully
protected in a less restrictive manner if price disclosures are made during an
initial 800 call and affirmative action is required to first initiate~ and then
accept, a cQllect call made in response to a call to an 800 number. 4

29. Despite some parties' concern with preserving collect call back.
arrangements prohibited by Section 64.1504 (d), most cominenters I interests in
Section 64.1504 appear to be centered on subsection (el, which establishes an
exemption from the general prohibition on the use of 800 numbers for pay-per­
call purposes when a transaction is subject to a "preexisting agreement" between
the caller and the IP or is executed through a credi t or charge card~ Sane
commenters are concerned that this provision could provide a loophole through
which unscr4Pulous parties might evade the intent of congress. 46 NAAG suggests
that even when credit or charge cards are used to bill 800 number information
charges, reqUirements for "preamble and price and advertising disclosures" should
continue to exist. CA echoes HAAG's position in RM-7990 in urging prohibition
on any use of ANI to bill calls to 800 numbers regardless of whether the
transaction is charged to a credit or charge card or subject to a preexisting
arrangement, FiJ1$lly, HAeM would define the term "information" as "data
services," so that the limited permission granted by the TOORA to impose charges

43 Comments of BellSouth at 2-3; C~ents of CBT at 2; Comments of CPUC at
3; Comments of Pacific Bell at 8; Comments of Tn. PSC at '2.

44 Comment~ of Pilgrim at 7; Comments of Joint IPs at 5; ~, ~, Comments
of Swn:nit at 11. The Joint IPs a180 assert that "preexisting business
relationships and agreements, possibly made during a pay~per-call

conversation," established prior to the enactment of the TDORA should be
exempt fran any 800 number prohibitions, They also seek an exemption for
services billed privately rather than by common carrier. Comments of Joint
IPs at 5.

45 Comments of Joint IPs at 5; Comments of Summit at 11-12.

46 Comments of NACAA at 5-6; Comments of HAAG at 17.
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for information conveyed during a call to an 800 number would extend only to the
restricted category of data services.

30. APCC urS$s theCoeani••ion, to adopt a blanket prohibition against
billing charges emanating fr~ 800 number information services to an originating
telephone line belonging to a payphone. APCC contends that such action is
necessary because provisions designed to protect callers to 800 number
information services leave independent payphone owners susceptible to the
fraudulent behavior of callers using their equipment.

31. D,citipn. The TDDRA clearly and unambiguously prohibits the use of
800 nUmbers for certain pe:y-per-call purposes, and thus establishes as federal
law many of the restrictions that NAAG sought in RM-7990. We believe that there
are no constitutional impediments to these restrictions. The restrictions
constitute a Permissible iimitation on the manner in which free speech rights
may be exercised because they are content-neutral, leave other avenues of
communication open to parties seeking to exercise First Amendment rights, and
are narrowly tailored to serve a legitimate governmental interest;47

32. The restrictions governing the use of BOO numbers for pay-per~cal1

purposes apply across the board irrespective of the content of individual pay­
per-call messages. In addition, the restrictions do not prevent IPs from
exercising First Amendment rights. As discussed more fully below, information
services charged on a per-call basis may be made available over 800 numbers when
theY are charged to a credit or charge card or provided Under a presubscription
arrangement. In addition, 900 numbers are freely available for pay-per~call

services. Limitations on the use of 800 numbers simply recognize significant
consumer confusion and dissatisfaction with such usage and advance the
significant governmental interest in shielding consumers from' deceptive practices
associated with a service that is widely perceived as free to the calling party.

33. Arguments that the affirmative responses necessary to accept a collect
call adequately serve the governmental interest in protecting consumers from

. abuse andl;ieceit are unavailing. Comp1aints received by this Commission indicate
that there' is a substantial level of consumer confusion with 800 number
information prOgrams. In addition, the important protective tool afforded by
pay-per-call blocking options is not completely practical for collect and other
calls involving 800 numbers. While collect calls can, to some extent, be
blocked, a subscriber wishing to ensure that collect information services calls
cannot be received would also have to accept that no other collect calls can be
received. We do not believe this is a reasonable choice for most subscribers.
Given these practical difficulties of effectively insulating subscribers from
unauthorized charges for information services offered via 800 numbers, the
limited ban on that means of transmission is narrowly drawn to advance the
government's interests in consumer protection.

47 ~ Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781 (1989); Members of the City
Council of the City of Los Angeles v. Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 U.S. 789
(1984); Heffron v. International Society for Krishna Consciousness, 452
U.S. 640 (1981).
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34. A.lthough use of 800 numbers to provide pay-per-call services is
severely r.onstrained by the TDDRA, an exemption is created for information48

services offered under a preexisting agreement or through credit or charge card
transactions. NAIS suggests, and we agree, that the term "preexisting agreement"
should be synonymous with "pr••ubscription or comparable arrangement . "U The
same considerations that guided development of the definition of presubscription
are at issue here. Accordingly, Section 64.1604(c) permits callers who have
established presubscription or comparablearran9sements to be charged for
information conveyed during a call to 800 numbers. a We decline to require a
preamble for 800 number information services charged to a creditor charge card.
As noted in paragraph 12, the legislative history of the TDDRA indicates that
Congress did not intend to subject credit or charge card transactions to the
requirements of theTDDRA. We believe that a customer choosing to authorize
charges for any se~ice or product to a credit or charge card reasonably can pe
presumed to know what charges are being incurred and to have made an affirmative
decision to accept those charges. Moreover. in the event of a dispute. a
consumer using a charge or credit card has available the full panoply gf
protections accorded by the Truth in Lending Act and Fair Credit Billing Act. 51

35. We decline to adopt APCC's suggested ban on billing charges for 800
number information services to payphones. However. we are adopting APCC's
suggestion and modifying Section 64.1504(a) to prohibit "the calling party Q!:
the subscriber to the originating line being assessed, by virtue of completing
the call, a charge for the [800 number] call." This provision, along with the
TDDRA's blanket prohibitions against 800 number collect call back systems and
transfer of 800 number calls to pay-per-call services, should serve as adequate
protection for payphone owners.

B. Restrictions on Collect Telephone Calls (Section 64.1505)

36. Proposal. The NPBH/NOI proposed to continue, with minor modifica.tion,
the requirement in Section 64.715 of the existing rules that affirmative action

48 There is no evidence to support the view expressed by NACAA that within
the context of this exemption, the term "information" should be so narrowly
defined as to encompass only data services.

49 Comments of NAIS at 6.

50 Given the explicit standards governing establishment of presubscription
arrangements and the protections afforded to credit or charge card users,
we see no need to prOhibit the use of ANI for billing pu.rposes at this time
in the context of this rule.

51 These protections are critical if particular means of purchasing
information services are to be exempt from our pay-per-call rules.
Accordingly, exemption is available only if the call is actually charged
to a credit card and billed to the subscriber separately from telephone
charges or if a credit card is used in conjunction with a presubscription
agreement meeting the four criteria set forth inS 64.1501(b) (1) (i)-(iv) .

.~ n.25,~.
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clearly indieating a called party's acceptanee of permissible collect charges
is a prerequisite to the tran_ission of collect interstate information services.

37. C...·at.. APCC suggests that this rule be amended to provide that
"[i) in the cas& of public payphones,no common earrier .hall provide tranBDIiesion
services billed to a payphone line onacollect basis, whether or not the called
party has taken affirmative action elearly indicating that it accepts the charges
for' ~he colleet' serVice. "52 Mel counters that such a prohibition is unnecessary
in light of the availability of LEe screening services to prevent collect billing
to payphones. 53 The Joint IPs, while not questioning the basic requirement of

.!
the rule, ask the Commission to confirm that a called party's action in dialing
a number or depressing a key pad in response to an instruction constitutes the
required affirmative act. S'

38 . DIghion. Before considering the specifics of the proposed rule, we
disCl,lsS certain threshold issues regarding collect information service calls
more ge~erally~ In the NPRM/NQI, we recognized that certain collect information
service calls would not fall within the pay-per-call rules if they were charged
at a tariffed rate.~5 While tariffed services are explicitly removed from the
scope of the TDORA's regulatory scheme, we recognized that collect information
seivices present the potential for serious abuBe even if charges for such
8e~ices are tariffed and we proposed a regulatory scheme for such allowable
collect Calls. Moreover, we described the abuses associated with untariffed
collect calls and stated that collect calls in general had reBulted in numerous
complaints to both the Commission and state regulatory commissions. 56

. 3,9. In response to numerouf comments suggesting that all collect
intp~tion services be prohibi~ed,5 we have reexamined the TDORA to discern
the proper regulatory' treatment of these services. The TDORA explicitly
addresses collect calling patterns only with respect to the use of calls to 800
numbers to initiate a return collect call; it is the use of the 800 number in
tQis way; not the transmission of a collect call, that is prohibited.

52 Conments of APCC at 9.

53 Rep.ly Comments of Mel at 7-8.

54 Comnle,nts of Joint IPs at 7.

55 8 FCC Rcd at 2334.

56 _ld. at n. 15.

57 Several commenters urge the Cc:xnmission to expressly prohibit coll~ct
,information service calls, contending that an outright ban is necessary
'to p~otect subscribers from the deeeptive practices of sane IPs. coame~ts
of CA at 4; Comments of NACAA at 7; Comments of BellSouth at 4; Commebts
of NYNBX at 2; Comments of Phone Programs at 10-11; Comments of SCT~ at
3; Reply Connents of CST at 1- 2; Reply Comments of GTB at 4 - 5 ; R1ply
Comments of NTCA at 3-4. iYt~ Comments of 900 America at 2; Comments
of AM at 2.
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Nevertneless, Section 228(b) (5) requires that any service s~ecified in Sections
(i) (~l (A) - ~I) be offered OI'lly through the use of specified "area codes or
pref1X8s." The specified services include audio information or audio
enterta.inment service. and various other calls "for which the caller pays a per­
call or per-tiM interval charge that is greater than, or in addition to, the
charge for transmission of the call .... " 47 U.S.C. § 228 (i) (1) (A) -(B). We
belie~. that, in the context of a collect call, once the recipient accepts the
call he or _he becaMe the "caller" for purposes of Section 228. 59 Accordingly,
such a collect call WOuld be inconsistent with the statutory requirement that
audio informa.tion, IJ,udio entertainment and other calls identified in Sections
228 (i) (1) (Al - (B) be provided through a specified area code or prefix if the
charges exceed the transmission charge, and are thus prohibited. fiO We believe
that this prohibition should be explicitly reflected in our pay-per-call
regulations. Section 64.1505, thus, specifies that common carriers cannot
transmit or bill for interstate collect calls offering services meeting the basic
pay-per-call criteria set forth in Section 64.1501 (a) (1) - (2) .

40. Turning to the specifics of our proposed rule, collect information
service. billed at a ~ariffedra~e would be permissible under the regulatory
system established by the TDDRA since tariffed services are explicitly exempted
from the statutory requirements. S1 Although it is unclear to what extent IPs
will seek to use tariffed services to provide information services on a collect
basis62 , it is important to continue our requirement that charges will not be

58 Wepropoeed in the HEIM/NQI that such services provided on an interstate
basis be offered exclusively on telephone numbers beginning with the 900
service access code. 8 FCC Rcd 2333-34.

59 This is consistent with the approach we previously took on this issue .
.au. 900 Seais:es Qrcilr, 6 FCC Rcd· at 6179 ("When a consumer takes
affirmative aotion clearly indicating that it accepts 6uch'charges for a
collect call, the consumer's action changes him or her from the called
party to the calling party for the purposes of this rule.") There is no
indication in the legislative history that Congress intended to alter this
approach.

60 We also believe that it would be an unjust and unreasonable practice under
Section 201(b) of the Communications Act for a common carrier to permit
an IP to avoid the TDDRA regulatory regime by using untariffed collect
calls in this manner. This provides an independent basis for our
prohibition.

Ei1 47 U.S.C. S 228(i) (2).

62 Any carrier offering collect service on an interstate basis must set forth
the rates and regulations for such service in a tariff filed with this
Ccmftission. No carrier may attempt to avoid this requirement by entering
into contractual agreements with IPs, rather than filing tariffs, or by
offering incentive. to an IP to use its collect services. We also note
that an lXC who is a180 an IP may not tariff the charge for the information
service, as this would violate the prohibition against an IXC tariffing
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incurred unless a called pkrty takes affirmative action indicating acceptance
of the collect charges, and to take other actions to ensure that abuses
associated with allowable collect calls are minimized. 63 Thus, we are adopting
the proposed provision requiring affirmative action with certain modifications.

41. We are enlarging the types of collect calls covered by this rule.
The proposed rule described All within its scope, "audio information services or
simultaneous voice conversation services" billed to a caller on a collect basis.
In the rule adopted herein, we use the term tariffed collect information s'ervices
to encanpass collect calls, charged at a tariffed rate, for "audio or data
information services, simultaneous voice conversation services, or products."
This expansion simply reflects the full range of services apparently covered by
the. statutory definition of pay-per-call.

42. We clarify here that a subscriber's action in dialing a number or
depressing a key in response to an instruction constitutes an affirmative action
for purposes of this section .. Finally, we agree with Mel that the APCC's
proposal to expand the limitations encompassed by the proposed rule is
unnecessary. The Connission has mandated the provision of line number screening
services at reasonable rates for the express purpose of enhancing the ability
of payphone owners to protect themselves against fraud. 64 In light of the
availability of such services to private payphone owners we believe it is
unwarranted to impose upon common carriers a new obligation.

P. HUmber De.ignatlon (Section 64.1506)

43. fropo.aI. The NPRM/NQI proposed that all assignments for interstate
pay-per-call programs be limited to telephone numbers beginning with a 900
service access code. We tentatively concluded that consumers' interests would
be served by requiring that all interstate pay-per-call services be assigned to
one easily recognizable service access code. Furthermore, we found that any
initial costs or inconveniences experienced "would be outweighed by the public
in:terest benefit of maximizing the ability of telephone subscribers to easils­
recognize the nature, and attendant pricing structure, of services beir1g used. ,,6
We also .invited parties to comment on whether public interest concerns support

its el$anced services ..

63 ~ '1 49-54 and 69-74, 1nfxA. We have received complaints alleging that
collect calls are being received by subscribers on an unsolicited basis
by the use of autodialers, usually offering adult services, and that
charges for such services are being assessed even when no affirmative
action has been taken.

64 Policies and Rules Concerning Operator Service Aceess and Pay Telephone
Compensation, CC Docket No. 91-35, Order on FUrther Reconsideration and
FUrther Notice of proposed Rulemaking, 8 FCC Rcd 2863 (1993).

65 NPBM/NQI, 8 FCC Rcd at 2334.
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a requirement that intrastate pay-per-call programs be assigned to certain
designated central office eodes for different types of pay-per-call programs. 66

44 . CCPIItptl. The IIlajority of comments support consolidation of all.
interstate pay-~r-call services on the 900 service access code. 67 Many
commenters agree that such consolidation would eliminate consumer confusion,
reduce telephone subscriber complaints about pay-per -call services, and generall.y
improve customer satisfaction with their telephone service. 6S Parties opposing
the proposal, generally IPs and one LEC, argue that a service access code is a
finite resource and that to limit all interstate pay-per-call to one service
access code may impede the development of new innovative services. 69 In
addition, opponents claim that the proposal will increase costs to IPs,
effectively discouraging the introduction of new program services. 70

45. An overwhelming majority of parties oppose any requirement that\all
intrastate pay-per-call. programs be assigned to certain designated offi~e

codes. 71 Generally, the parties argue that such a system is not tl:!chnicall~\
feasible at this time and, in any event, would be costly and disruftive.

66 Id. In addition, parties were asked to discuss whether an office code
designation system could be accommodated on 900 numbers without undutf
disruption. Id., n.13.

67 See Comments of AT&T at 6 ("strongly endorses") ; Comments of Bell Atlantic
at 1-2); Comments of BellSouth at 3; Comments of CA at 2-4; Comments of
GTE at 3 (would avoid consumer confusion and dissatisfaction); Comments
of NAAG at 4; Comments of NYDPS at 1-2; Comments of NYNEX at 2, n.2;
Comments of Pacific Bell at 3; Comments of SCTC at 2; Comments of SWBT at
4-5; Comments of Sprint at 7-11; Reply Comments of VRS at 4.

68 ~,~, Comments of AT&T at 6 use of the 700 service access code by IPs
creates confusion for interstate subscribers); Comments of CA at 3;
Comments of GTE at 3; Comments of NACAA at 7; Comments of, Sprint at 8.

69 See Comments of IIA at 13; Comment.. of NAIS at 14 -16; Comments of Tele­
publishing at 3 (proposal would hinder the development of technologies such
as "N11" and "NOO" and other abbreviated dialing services and various POTS
information applications under consideration for banking and other
industries); Comments of U S WEST at 12.

70 ~ Comments of IIA at 13; Comments of Pilgrim at 5-7 (costs of 900
services are "unjustifiably higher than similarly provis~oned and
accessible 800 service"; high costs have an anticompetitive effect on
smaller IXCs); Comments of USTA at 3.

71 ~,~, Comments of Ameritech at 2; Comments of AT&T at 7; Comments of
CA at 3; Reply Comments of DMA at 11; Comments of NYDPS at 2; Comments of
Pacific Bell at 3; Comments of Phone Programs at 5; Comments of SWBT at
5; Comments of Sprint at 9; Reply Comments of USTA at 8 (USTA supports
AT&T'S argument that absent adoption of a costly 900 database, the same
NXX code cannot also be used to identify a specific program category) .
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Furthermor$, some parties atgue that a detailed number designation system is
unnecessary and not supported by .consumer demand. 72 HAAG favors detai led
designation, arguing that it would increase protections to consumers by enhancin!
the availability and effectivemess of system-wide or service-specific blocking. 7

46. CatIl\ents on the Carmission I s inquiry regarding the proposed
restriction of intrastate pay-per-call services to a limited number of central
office codes ot restricting intrastate pay-per-call services to those office
codes already in service for those purpOSes were split. Parties supporting the
proposal argue that intrastate pay-per-call services should be offered through
either the 976 office code or the 900 service access code. 74 These parties claim
that consolidation to one service access code or central office code will
simPlify blocking. 7 5 Moreover, USTA contends that consol idation would have
consumer benefits. 76 Opponents argue that the Commission should not preempt
state regUlation of intrastate pay-per- call services. 77 Some parties believe
that consolidation could cause technical difficulties and service disruptions. 7S

NTCA contends that there is no record to support the assumption that consumers
will benefit from the assignment of intrastate pay-per-call services to a limited
n~r of centTal office codes. 79

72

73

74

i:;','

75

76

~: '

79

".' ~, Comments of Phone Programs at 5.

Comments of HAAG at 5.

sa CCXQl1Ientsof GTE at 4, n.3 (either 976 office code or the 900 service
access code) ;Coaments of NAAG at 4 (all pay-per-call services should be
offered'through the 900 service access code); Comments of NACAA at 7 (all
pay-per-call should be assigned to the 900 code); Comments of Sprint at

:. 9, (in~raI.ATA pay-per-call should be offered through the 976 office code) .

~, .t....9..a., CblII'I\ents ofNAAG at 5-6.

Comments of USTA at 6.

~'Reply Comments of Be11South at 4; canments of Cox at 3-4, 6; Reply
COmments of Cox at 2 (designation to 976 or 900 codes is inappropriate and
:inconsistent" with the CClIlII\iseioh's desire to implement the requirements
of the TDDRA with minimal disruption to carriers and providers); Comments
of NYDPSat 2 (states are best able to decide intrastate numbering issues;
New York already has a number designation system in place); Comments of
SWBT at 5.

Comments of Sell Atlantic at 2-3; Comments of USTA at 3. ~ Reply
" .

Comments of JoihtIPs' at 4 (there are "technological impediments" to
recluiring the assignment of intrastate pay-per-call to the 900 service
access code).

Reply Comments of NTCA at 3.
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47. Deg,iliog. We are adopting the NPBM/NOI proposal to require that illl
inter.tate pay-per-call services be a8signe~ to the ~OO service access code~80
The c~nts clearly support the proposal and the majority of the parties agree
that any initial costs of relocation of numbers to the 900 serv~ce access code
will be significantly outweighed by the increa!led ability of consumer's to
recognize particular numbers as belonging to pay-per-call services and, thus,
carry,itlg charge. beyond nonu.l teleph<:me rates. Furtllerrqore, w.eare persuaded
that consolicSation of interstate pay-per-call to one servioea,cqe~s code will
reduce subscriber confusion and reduce telephone subscriber compla~nts.

Opponents' claims that the 900 service access ,code will be exhauliil;,ed ,in the near
future are unfounded. As of Decembe\ 31, U92, more than half,afthe usable 900
codes were unassigned and not in use, 1 Moreover, the contention that assignment
of interstate pay-per-call services to the 900 code would result in an increase
of costs to information providers is not persuasive. 82 Because of the abundance
of 900-NXX codes available for use by carriers, costs involved with application
or relocation should remain constant. Finally, the argument that designation
of interstate pay-par-call services to the 900 service access code will impede
the de~lopment of new technologies such as N11 and NOO and other abbreviated
dialing access services is not compelling becaUSe tne services mentioned as being
threatened by the consolidation of interstate i3&y-per-call are local exchange
information services, not interstate services.

48. We are limiting our number designation requirements to. interstate pay­
per-call services. The commenters hav:e convinced us that the teChnical
difficulties and potential 4isruption to the pay-per-call industry likely to
accompany any federal requirement$ for numbering of intrastate pay-per-call
services outweigh arl benefit that a detailed number designation system would
offer to consumers. Currently, we estimate that local pay-per-call services
are available through telephone numbers using between lS and 20 different central

80 We are changing the language of our proposed rule to conform wi th 47 U. S. C.
S 228 (b) (5) •

81 Carrier 6& Code Assignments for 800, 900 & CIC Codes, Common Carrier Bureau,
Industry Analysis Division, Feb. 1993 at 14. There are 792 "usable" NXX
codes for 900 pay-per-call services. IQ. Of the 792, only 297 were
assigned to domestic IXCs as of December 31, 1992. 1£.

82 Concerns about the level of the interstate transmission charges paid by
IPs are more appropriately addressed in a tariff or complaint proceeding.

8) If the technology develops to the point where abbreviated dialing sequences
are feasible for interstate use, we could reassess our current
determination that all interstate pay-per-call services should be
restricted to the 900 access code.

8' The value of such a system is predicated largely upon the availability of
selecdve blocking options. There is no evidence before us indicating
appreciable consumer interest in such options. ~ n.105, , 63, infn.
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office codes. 85 Several ce-menters claim that a requirement to assign intrastate
pay-per-call programs to certain designated office codes may result in heavy
costs to the carriers and info~tion providers and may caus.disruptions in
service. States are taking an active role in regulating intrastate pay-per·
call services, and, at this time, we ciec=lineto impose a requirement that
intrastatepay-per-call programs be assigned to certain designated" office. codes
or that services be limited to certain office cc:>des.

G. ProhJ.bition'on Disconneotion or Interruption of Servioe for .ailure to a_it
pay-Pet-Callor Siailar Barvice Charge. (Section 64.1S07)

49 . tEszRosal. The RRII/NOI proPosed to employ the precise language
cont;ained in'theTDDRA to continue our existing prohibition on disconnection of
basiccomm~icationsservice for failure to pay interstate pay~per-call charges.
We indicated that inclusion of the stat\,ltory term .. interrupt It would clarify that
basic telephone services cannot be disrupted in any manner, including any 'action
short of final disconnection.

50. Aithough not mandated by the TDDRA, we also proposed to extend the
prohibition against any service disruptions to include any such action taken
because of' failure to pay charges for collect: informCition services. In making
this proposal we noted that consumers have complained to both .this Commission
and state commissions about such collect calls. We noted that' although collect
information calls do not fall within the TDDRA's definition of pay-per-call if
the charges are tariffed, the calls actually resemble pay-per-call services more
than ~hey resemble traditional collect calls.

51,. Cgnents. Several parties endorse the proposed changes in terminology
in the disconnection prohibition transferred from Section 64.714 to section
64.1~.07.8~ No one, however, suggests that the new language will require any
change in' carriers' existing disconnection practices with respect to their
subscribers' failure to pay pay-per-call charges. In fact, at least one carrier
specifically notes that it already interprets the term disconnection in its
broadest sense. 87 NAAG, nonetheless, suggests further limitations on carrier
behavior!; in addition to prohibiting interruption or disconnection of local or
long distance service for failure to pay pay-per-call charges, it would prohibit
common carriers from "represent [ing] or imply [ing] " that such disconnection will
be,.ex~cuted.,88

52. OUr proposal to expand the prohibition to include situations where
a subscriber fails to pay charges for collect information .services drew sharp

85 NPBM/NOI, 8 FCCRcd at 2333.

86 Comments of AT&T at 7-8; CommentsofNACAA at 8; Comments of Pacific Bell
at 4.

87 Comments of BellSouth at 3-4.

88 Comments of NAAG.at 13.
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opposition from parties. 89 LECs uniformly report that they are unable to
distinguish collect information calls from ordinary collect calls90 in the
absence of either a subscrib$r's compl~int91 or disbnguishing information from
the IXC or IP. 92 Some parties suggest that sucfl calls can, l.n tact, be
identified 'Wh\n charges are billed above the tari!fedrate ..forcollect
transmission. 9 Nonetheless, drawing a distinction between· "tariffed charges
for the underlying collect call" and unon-regulated sponsor charges," AT&T
asserts that any disconnection prohibition should apply only to char$lesbeyond
the tariffed transmission rate, since carriers cannot reasonably be expected to
ascertain the purpose of a call when they receive the called party's acceptance
of collect charges. 94

53. peci.ion. We are adopting the basic disconnection prohibi tion as
proposed' 5 but modifying its scope to address the concerns expressed wi th respect
to the difficulty of distinguishing one type of collect call from another. The
comments reflect' a consensus that carriers cannot absolutely guarantee that

89 Comments of AT&T at 8; Comments of Bell Atlantic at 3 -4; COJrlIllentsof
BellSouth at 4; Comments of CBT at 2; Comments of SNET at 3; Comments of
MCl at 4; Comments of Pacific Bell at 4; Comments of Sprint at 12; Comments
of OSTA at 8; Reply Comments of GTE at 5.

90 Comments of Bell Atlantic at 3-4, Comments of BellSouth at 4, Comments of
CBT at 2, Comments of Pacific Bell at 4; Comments of SNET.at 3; Comments
of OSTA at 8; Reply Comments of GTE at 5 (when customer disputes collect
information services charges, GTE applies pay-per-call provisionsl .

91 Comments of SNET at 3-4 (currently, when a subscriber challenges collect
audiotext charges, they are removed from the bill and referred back to the
originating IXC.)

92 Comments of BellSouth at 4; Comments of 0 S West at 23 ..

93 Comments of CA at 4 (screening eystem would identify c~lls with charges
exceeding "certain per-minute or per-call limits"), s.u Al.iQ. Comments of
AT&T at 8 (appears to concede that identification is possible in making
distinction between tariffed transmission charges and additional IP
charges) .

94 Comments of AT&T at 1-8. This issue appears to be moot in view of our
decision in 1 39, mma.

95 We are, thus,· rejecting NAAG' s reconnencmtion that carrierfil be prohibited
not only from actually interrupting or disconnecting basic communications
services for failure to pay pay-per-call charges, but also from
"represent ring] or imply [ing)" that such interruption or disconnection
might be executed. There is no evidence before us to suggest that carriers
have conveyed such false information to subscribers, either deliberately
or inadvertently. We are also requiring that subscribers who are billed
for pay-per-call services be informed that basic telephone service cannot
be disconnected for failure to pay pay-per-call charges. See 1 71, infra.
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failure to pay charges ..sociated with collect information services will not
result in disconneetion since there is no clear means by which all tariffed
collect:: 'inf'oimation ,services calls can be differentiated from ordinary collect
cail.. Nonetheless, we -reaain concerned that such services present the potential
fOr serioue 'abUse even if charges, above the normal transmission rate are
prohibited. $ 6 Consequently, Section 64.1507 has been revised so that failure
to pay collect informat~on service charges cannot result in disconnection of
local or long distance telephone services when such charges have been disputed.
This condition relieves carriers from an affirmative obligation to identify all
collect information service calls but provides protection from disconnection to
subscriber~ who challenge ehargesassociated with such services.

54. We are also including within the scope of the disconnection
prohibition, charges for information services provided under a presubscription
or comparable arrangement. Under the TDORA, provision of information services
iI1.'"such ,A' ziiatmer removes transactions from the statutory defini tion of pay-per ­
cailandttre reach of the statute's protective provisions. We believe that the
di'seOrtrtection prohibition represents a primary yet minimally intrusive protection
which should be applied to all programs having the basic attributes of pay-per­
call service set forth in Section 228(i) (1) (A)-(B).

~: ,.1,

H" Blocking Acesius to 900Senice (geeto1on 64.,1508)

55. pcopos.l. LiiJrte our existing rules, the TDORA requires that, where
technically feasible, LBCs must offer subscribers the option of blocking access

•. "",,,.' f':'. I . ,',';>' .,... .', < •.•

to pay-per-call serv1ces. However, the TDORA requ1res that block1ng be made
available on a 'sOmewhat' different basis than under current regulations. Thus,
the NPRH/NQI proposed to change current blocking options to comport with the
TDORA. Proposed Section 64.1508 would require LECs to offer blocking of pay­
per-call services without charge to all subscribers ,for 60 days after the
issuance of these regulations, and to all subscribers taking service at a new
te1e¥honcf hWnoer for 60 days after the n.w number is effective. Consistent with
~h~~~atu~e; ~heproPosednirerequires that additional blocks, or those executed
9Atside the 60 ,. day time frame, be offered for a "reasonable" charge.
'~ j' ,",

56. The TDORA requires the Commission to determine whether it is
technically or economically feasible to require LECs to implement selective
blocking, wherebY sUbscribers would be'afforded the option of presubscribing to
or blocking only specific pay-per-call services. We asked comrnenters to identify
il'Il¥ t;echnological advances that might have occurred since adoption of our m
St;yi,ce. order" in which we concluded that selec.tive blocking was neither
~.chnicai'lY'rioreconomically feasible. Finally, we invited CQllllll8nt as to whether
t.iCs s}i6Uld be reqUired to file federal tariffs for their 900 blocking services.

In fact, as noted in the NfRH/NOI, the COIIlII\ission has r,ceived, and
coptinues to' receive COllilplaintsfrom consumers ,regarding ; unsolicited
coilec'tinforntation service calls. Although our ~ecision her,in may deter
this type of call, we recognize that IPs may continue to use I~Cs' tariffed
collect services and the potential for abuse continues, eBpe~ially if the
IP and IXC are commonly owned. (
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$7 . CQIII.pt,. While COl'I'IIlenters generally do not challenge the blocking
system mandated by the TDDRA,'7 states and consumer interest organizations urge
the Coanis.ion to defer to states having additional or complementary blocking
requirements. 98 Other parties counter that such action would permit states to
impose restrictions on interstate services and effectively thwart the national
blockingltandardS that Congress established for interstate pay-per-call
serv:i.ces.'

58. There iliJ 'widespread agreement that selective blocking is neither
technically nQr economically feasible at this time. 100 Carriers agree that there
are two possible means of accomplishing selective blocking, but that neither is
feasible on & wid_spread basis, either now or in the near future. First, LECs
could us. line class cedes (LeCs) to achieve selective blocking by assigning
every 900 number subject to blOCking a distinctive LCC. Some carriers assert
that devoting switch capacity to such use could limit their abilityto;lrt~fer

other services requiring LCCs .101 Even assuming that such use of sw:i,tch ca~e@:l.ty
were to be deemed desirable, carriers report that current switches are incapable
of full ten digit screening, necessary to identify a particular pay-per~tall

service. 102 Second, carriers agree that advanced intelligent network (AIN)
technology represents an alternative through which selective blocking c~uld be
made available, but that such capabilities will not be widely available" for some

97 M au Comments of NACAA at 8 (pay-per-call services should be blocked
by default, with subscribers required to affirmatively seek access);
Comments of SCTC at 4-7 (protective purposes of TDDRA support allowance
of default. blocking); Comments of Bell Atlantic. at 5 (LECs who have;r in
the past, offered free blocking to subscribers should be relieved from
offering blOCking at no charge during the TDDRA's 60 day window following
effectuation of our rules); Comments of Joint IPs at 7 (commercial
subscribers should have to pay for blocking) .

-0.

98 COIIIn8nts of CA at 5; COl'I'IIlents of HAAG at 15-16; Comments of NARUC at 6­
7; Comments of CPUC at 1-2; Comments of NYDPS at 2-4 (notes its own more
generous blocking requirements and availability of some selective blocking
options) .

99 Reply C~nts of DMA at 2-6. ~ Al§Q Comments of Tele-Publishing at 4;
Reply Comments of Mel at 3; Reply Comments of NAIS at 2-4.

100 IJ,lt ... Reply Connents of VRS at 6-7 (IXCs and IPs are capable of providing
specific number bloC:kingand should be required to do so at no charge upon
written request) .

101 Comments of BellSouth at 4-5; C~nts of SNiT at 4-5.

102 Canments of CST at; 3,'; Canments ofSWBT at 3; Comments of· U S West at 21.
a.. AlIg Comments of SNBT at '-5; Comments of USTA at 4 (in many cases,
switch modifications and replacement necessary to accomplish selective
blocking through LeCs); Reply COl'I'IIlents of GTE at 3 (costly upgrades
necessary to implement selective blocking) .
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